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Abstract 
One of the three functions of the Ontario performance appraisal is “to provide for fair, effective, and consistent teacher 
evaluation” (Supporting Teaching Excellence, 2002, p. 3). Without consistency, the appraisal is no longer fair or effective. This 
research sought to answer: Is the Ontario performance appraisal being implemented in a fair, effective, and consistent manner? 
Through the application of Grounded Theory, it discovered that consistency in implementation is not occurring. As long as the 
process is not followed, and school principals instead apply alternate expectation and procedures, the performance appraisal 
cannot be used to determine the competency of teachers. 
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1. Introduction 
By providing a standard format and mandating is application, the Ontario Ministry of Education attempted to 
ensure consistent evaluation of Ontario teachers. To further make certain appraisals occurred in a consistent fashion, 
the standards and process were encoded into Ontario law. The Quality in the Classroom Act (2001) created the 
standards for evaluation and Regulation 98/02 and 99/02 (2002) outlined the mandatory competencies based on the 
standards and provided a framework for evaluation.  Rubrics to aid principal assessors were included in the manual 
Supporting Teaching Excellence, 2002. The outlined process included notice of evaluation, a pre-observation 
meeting with the teacher to discuss the observation and any areas of need, an observation of the teacher’s 
performance in the classroom, a post-observation meeting to suggest areas for growth or areas of concern, and a 
standardized form to be completed and filed at the board office.  A successful teacher was mandated to go through 
the process twice during their evaluation year. Support, mentoring, and additional evaluations were added to aid 
those who were deemed unsuccessful. The Ontario Ministry of Education’s performance appraisal and its process 
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was developed with thought given to the needs of teachers, schools, school boards, and pupils. This is reflected in 
the stated purposes: 
 
• To ensure that students receive the benefit of an education system staffed by teachers who are 
performing their duties satisfactorily 
• To provide for fair, effective, and consistent teacher evaluation in every school 
• To promote professional growth      (Supporting Teacher Excellence, 2002, p. 3) 
 
The task of administering the Ontario Performance Appraisal was assigned to the school principal. By seeing the 
performance appraisal as a management mandated system focused on competency, school principals were able to 
view the definitions of duties, and the standardization of performances, in a manner to which they have been 
previously accustomed (Yates, 1989). This element of comfort is important, as it may be necessary for the 
administrator to use the performance appraisal to make negative personnel decisions for teachers who are unable to 
demonstrate success or a willingness to improve practice. As noted by Hayman and Sussman (1986), “[a]t the 
bottom line, supervisors are responsible for ensuring that the work done within their units is done effectively. For 
this reason, it is appropriate to hold principals accountable for managing the remediation or removal of incompetent 
teachers within their schools” (p. 111). Given the potential serious consequences of a poor performance appraisal, 
objectivity and consistency in implementation is vital.  
 
Though used to establish competency, the appraisal’s third purpose promotes professional growth. This makes 
undergoing the appraisal beneficial to the majority of teachers who are competent in the classroom (Marzano, 2003). 
Specifics from the principal regarding the observed teacher’s performance can clarify goal-setting and provide 
direction related to refining practice. As Black (2003) clearly states: “As a principal, it is my responsibility to ensure 
that teachers consider ways of improving their practices so that our school meets projected target scores” (p. 7). 
Both strong and weak teachers need to work towards improvement in order to strengthen the overall success of a 
school. Stagnation could occur without all teachers attempting to continually improve their practice (Al-Bataineh, 
2000; Ingavarson, 2001, Marczely, 1996). For this reason, teachers need to be actively involved in the choosing of 
growth objectives during the performance appraisal (Black 2003, Egelson 1994, Pringle 1998). During the 
performance appraisal process, the principal should encourage the teacher to examine the evidence by citing specific 
examples noted in practice (McLaughoin & Pfeifer, 1988). As Schmoker (1999) clearly states: “Data helps us to 
monitor and assess performance. Just as goals are an essential element of success, so data are an essential piece of 
working towards goals” (p. 35). In the Ontario performance appraisal, the sharing of feedback occurs during the 
post-observation meeting. During this meeting, the principal and the teacher must discuss the appraisal’s stated 
competencies, the teacher’s success in each area, and discuss the teacher’s professional growth objectives (Ministry 
of Education, 2010). The post-observation meeting is a crucial component of the performance appraisal process. 
Given the benefits to the teacher, his or her students, and the school, it is vital that it consistently occurs. 
 
Having created an exceptional evaluative tool, the Ministry of Education has handed over the expectation for its 
consistent implementation to the principals of local schools.  Through the consistent implementation, principals can 
help teachers improve classroom practice and become aware of areas that require attention. As consistent 
implementation is vital to the performance appraisal achieving its goals, this research sought to answer: Is the 
performance appraisal being implemented in a fair, effective and consistent manner? 
2. Methodology 
McMillan and Schumacher (1997) state that qualitative research is ideal in situations where the researcher wishes 
to evaluate a program or innovation. As “qualitative researchers are concerned with process as well as product” 
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 1993, p. 380), a qualitative design was an ideal methodology for discovering consistency in the 
appraisal implementation process. This qualitative study followed the steps outlined by Creswell (1998) for 
conducting grounded theory research. Grounded Theory was chosen because it would answer the research question 
and would further lend itself to the creation of a substantive level theory regarding what is occurring during the 
performance appraisal process. 
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Interviewing teachers who have undergone the performance appraisal generated language-based data on their 
perspectives. As this study was concerned with the experiences of teachers, the teacher participant was considered 
the expert. Nine teachers volunteered and participated. Seven principals participated in the second round of 
interviews. To secure participants, non-probability sampling was employed. The site was chosen because the 
appraisal process was entrenched and most often enacted by experienced principals, thus minimizing the possibility 
of inconsistency being caused by newness or unfamiliarity. 
 
Though all teachers were employed by the same board of education, their schools were scattered over an area of 
4864km2. Teaching experience ranged from 31years to one year. Three participants taught in the Secondary panel 
(Grades 9-12). Of the remaining teachers who held positions in the elementary panel, four taught primarily in the 
Intermediate division (Grade 7 & 8), one taught primarily in the Junior division (Grades 4-6) and the final 
participant taught in the primary division (Grades 1-3). Two taught in special education classrooms, one taught 
drama, one taught English, and one primarily taught French as a Second Language. The rest were classroom 
teachers responsible for a wide breadth of subjects. To protect confidentiality, all names and identifying information 
were changed. 
 
During the interviews, open coding identified the categories and elements of each category. Following the 
guidelines for grounded theory research, the data collection occurred in a “zigzag process – out to the field to gather 
information form interviews, analyze the data, back to the field to gather more information, analyze the data, and so 
forth” (Creswell, 1998, p. 57). After saturation occurred, the research engaged in the identification of common 
themes and subthemes through comparative analysis.  
3. Results 
Is the performance appraisal being implemented in a fair, effective and consistent manner? Before this question 
can be answered, it is necessary to understand how each performance appraisal occurred. In grounded theory, the 
participants are considered the experts. 
 
3.1 Teacher participant’s experiences 
 
Chris was a special education teacher with 15 years of experience in the Intermediate Division. Though 
informed of the pending appraisal in September, in April a five-minute pre-appraisal meeting took place in the 
hallway of the school. Fifteen days before the conclusion of the school year, the principal conducted a brief 
observation in his classroom. No post-observation meeting occurred. No second appraisal process occurred. The 
summative report was written by the principal, without teacher input, and mailed to Chris during summer 
holidays. Chris stated that undergoing the appraisal did not increase his competency or contribute to professional 
growth. He stated, “the background they come in with is going to dictate [the principal’s] interpretation. There is 
no standardization of this.” Chris was unaware of how the process was to be conducted. When informed during 
his interview, he responded:  
 
Depending on her day and what’s happening in the rest of the school she may not have time to do 
that. And if principals are indeed supposed to do this then somehow they have to be given the time 
to do it, to do a proper job.  Not to state that you’re running your school and by the way you have 
this many staff to evaluate in a year…I don’t think it can be done. 
 
Chris did not experience the appraisal process as outlined by the Ministry of Education. He did not consider his 
lack of contribution in the process as fair or unfair, given he considered the purpose of the appraisal to be the 
completion of the appraisal. It was something that had to be done. What is obvious is that it was not effective in 
encouraging professional growth. 
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Vanessa had six years of teaching experience in the junior grades. Before the pre-observation meeting, Vanessa 
was given the manuals and asked to write a draft of her own summative evaluation.  Vanessa gave the draft 
report to her principal during the pre-observation meeting where it was discussed. In order to be successful, 
Vanessa created a special lesson atypical of her normal classroom practice. The principal did not arrive on time 
for the observation. As Vanessa explains, “I was trying to decide how long do I delay this lesson? We need to get 
going on it…I started in. She missed that part of the lesson.” During the post-observation meeting Vanessa was 
informed that though she was an exceptional teacher, she would only be receiving a rating of Good because she 
was too young and inexperienced. Vanessa was told, “Es are for teachers who had taught for 30 years or taught 
for all their lives and have been on this committee or that committee. It is not something for someone in their 
first five or six years”. The principal rewrote Vanessa’s draft of the summative report and added some abstract 
comments. When Vanessa sought clarification, none was given. No second appraisal process occurred. Vanessa 
stated, “I think that she had so many evaluations to do, so much paper to push, she wanted it slick. She likes 
things ‘ok put your signature here, just sign’ because she is busy trying to meet deadlines”. Similar to Chris, 
Vanessa believed the purpose of the appraisal was the completion of the appraisal. In her words, “it’s just 
jumping through the hoop. A big hoop. I don’t think I grew from it because I don’t think I had any sort of 
constructive feedback. It was a show, a show about nothing”. It is obvious that the appraisal was not 
implemented in an effective manner. 
 
Beth was a teacher with 15 years of experience. Her principal selected specific criteria out of the Ministry 
document and told her that he would only be attending to these specific items. He did not show up for her first 
appraisal. He did arrive unexpectedly months later. Her lesson did not go well on that day. Her second 
observation occurred during the final week of school. She received a Good rating on her summative report. No 
feedback was given and no post-observation meeting occurred. According to Beth “he said that in all categories 
he thought my teaching practice was excellent but he would not give me an excellent” because excellence was 
equated with perfection and in his mind no one is perfect”. She was upset to later learn that teachers at other 
schools did receive excellent. According to Beth, “unless you have one person doing all the marking or one 
person going to watch all the teachers I think it’s very difficult to make sure everything is consistent”. 
 
Mary had eleven years of broken teaching experience. She taught three years, left for thirteen years to raise her 
children, and then returned to teaching. At the time of her evaluation she was teaching in the Intermediate 
Division. Prior to the pre-observation meeting the principal came in to the classroom to “listen”. She asked Mary 
to bring to the pre-observation meeting a self-identified area for improvement.  This meeting was very 
collaborative in nature. Mary explains, “she asked me to choose which lesson I would like to be evaluated with 
and I choose math because it is my strongest subject. I set it up. I wanted to look good”.  For her observation, 
Mary created a special lesson because she was worried about the behaviour of her students. She added elements 
not typically found in her classroom. Mary’s appraisal date was changed twice. When the observation finally 
occurred, Mary found she circulated more in the classroom and liked the experience. No second appraisal 
process occurred. A few months passed before Mary was given her summative report. No post-observation 
meeting occurred. Mary received an Excellent rating. Mary’s experience with the appraisal did lead to the 
examination and refinement of professional practice. Given that Mary pre-chose the area of need and created a 
special atypical lesson for observation, the catalyst for change was her desire to learn, not the appraisal itself, and 
it is debatable if the appraisal was effective in establishing her level of competence.   
 
Keith experienced all elements of the appraisal process. He was informed of the appraisal in September as per 
Ministry expectation. The principal led the discussion during the pre-observation meeting, stating the specific 
competencies to which she would attend. Keith felt it was “very clear what she expected”. During the first 
observation, the principal arrived on time but left early. Keith was given his summative report at the post-
observation meeting. He received an Unsatisfactory rating.  In the feedback section the principal commented on 
areas she could not know about. As Keith explains, “when you’re only there for half the class how can you 
comment on how I wound up the lesson?” The principal offered Keith no areas for improvement. In his second 
appraisal Keith received another Unsatisfactory. He finally received a Satisfactory in a third observation. In 
seeking to determine if Keith’s performance appraisal was conducted in a consistent manner that was fair and 
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effective, we must again turn to the words of Keith. He claimed principal-subjective implementation could cause 
the appraisal to be used to punish those who are not liked or reward those who are personally liked. Keith 
describes his relationship with the principal as “turbulent”. Though Keith considered it a teacher’s right to ask 
questions “apparently you’re not supposed to do it with some principals”. Keith compared his evaluation with 
another teacher’s experience on staff: “one particular was a favourite. When we talked afterwards about the 
evaluation she’d received, hers was just glowing. This had worked, this had worked. And she said she couldn’t 
understand it because she said they didn’t work. She knew!” According to Keith, the only way the appraisal 
could be effective and fair is if someone external and completely neutral conducted the appraisal.  
 
Elaine had thirty-one years of teaching, primarily as a French as a Second Language teacher in the 
Intermediate Division. During her pre-observation meeting, Elaine and her principal discussed what she wished 
to learn. Elaine describes the meeting as “a discussion. What are you interested in doing? Are you happy with 
what you’re teaching? Is there anything we can do to help you?” The principal also reviewed “the forms…She 
just went through everything to make sure I understood everything.” The principal came in to the classroom and 
stayed throughout the lesson. Afterwards, the principal came in and team-taught several lessons with Elaine to 
help her as she tried to improve in her area of need. Though no post-observation meeting or second observation 
process occurred, Elaine received an Excellent on her summative report. The appraisal did not run exactly as 
outlined by the ministry, yet it appears to have been effective and fair. 
 
Lisa was a grade 1 teaching in the middle of her career. Lisa was given a booklet to complete, which was 
reviewed during the pre-observation meeting. The principal arrived on time for the first and second observations. 
During each post-observation meeting the principal was very positive. Lisa received a ranking of Good because 
the principal said he did not believe in giving Exemplary ratings. Lisa stated that works on her competency and 
professional growth because, “it is part of our job”, not because of undergoing an appraisal. 
 
Seth had twenty-four years of experience teaching grades eleven and twelve drama. He was notified of his 
pending appraisal in September. Two years later he was evaluated at the end of the school year. Seth explains, “it 
got put off a number of times because of time demands on the principal”. After the observation the principal 
wrote up the summative report and then conducted the post-observation meeting. No second observation 
occurred. Seth received an Excellent. According to Seth, the appraisal did not “facilitate improvement in teacher 
technique because she wasn’t given the freedom to express herself about what she saw in my classroom”. He 
considered the forms to be restrictive. He explained, “I look at it. I’m reading it. I have no idea what it says...our 
evaluation process is nonsense”. Seth said that he rather talk about what inspires learners.  
 
The final participant – Susan - had just finished her first year of teaching, working part-time in the early years 
(pre-Grade 1) and part-time in the secondary panel teaching grade 12 English. One appraisal was scheduled in 
both teaching situations. She met with the early years principal four times. During these meetings questions were 
posed and case studies were discussed. The principal never conducted the observation in the classroom. Susan 
received a ranking of G on her summative report. During the pre-observation meeting for her secondary 
placement, Susan was told that the principal was very happy and no criteria were discussed. She was not given 
the appraisal manuals and the process was not reviewed. In preparation for the observation, she revisited an old 
lesson she had done while a student teacher. Susan explained, “it had gone well, it was already prepared, and 
maybe my other lesson plans were not so pretty”. The observation occurred as scheduled and was followed by a 
quick post-observation meeting. No feedback was given. No second observation was scheduled. At the time of 
the interview (months after the post-observation meeting) she had yet to receive her summative report. Lacking 
the observation for her first report, with the second report absent, her appraisal can be said to be neither 
consistent, fair, nor effective. 
 
3.2 Discussing the research question 
 
The performance appraisal is not being consistently implemented as per Ministry guidelines. It was also not 
altered in the same manner on each occasion, so consistency of implementation did not occur in this manner. 
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While most were told of their pending evaluation in September (following Ministry guidelines), the pre-
observation meetings were 5 minutes in length or an hour, were collaborative or top-down, and information 
about the process was given or not. The first observation occurred on time, or was delayed, or rescheduled. 
Principals arrived on time, were late and left early. The post-observation meeting did not always occur. On 
numerous occasions, the second round of the process was omitted entirely. In one situation, the teacher was 
asked to write a draft of her summative report and bring it with her to the pre-observation meeting. On one 
occasion the summative report was written without an observation ever occurring. The extreme level of variation 
altered the process significantly. 
 
While it has been established that the performance appraisal was not being consistently implemented, can it 
still be considered fair and effective? Of the nine participants, only two experienced two observations and had 
the required appraisal meetings. Lisa, the grade 1 teacher, received a G rating because her principal did not 
believe in giving an E. She said her competency and professional growth would have occurred regardless of the 
appraisal process.  Beth experienced a similar situation. Keith, the teacher who received the unsatisfactories, did 
not consider the process fair or beneficial to his professional growth.  As Keith explains “you start questioning 
yourself. You start second guessing yourself. While your doing all these things, what’s happening with the kids? 
How are they learning? Has it improved your situation? It certainly didn’t with mine”. Neither Keith’s, Beth’s or 
Lisa’s appraisal was effective in promoting professional growth or establishing competency reflective of the 
teacher’s classroom ability. Elaine’s performance appraisal was very fair and effective, yet not reflective of the 
process established by the Ministry.  One can argue that it was unfair that Elaine had this wonderful learning 
opportunity while a first year teacher like Susan did not, a twenty-four year teacher like Seth did not, and a 
fifteen-year teacher such as Chris did not. Only when all teachers receive the same opportunities, a consistent 
process, and the same number of observations can it be clear if the Ontario Ministry of Education appraisal 
process is fair and effective. 
4. Implications for Practice 
We live in time of public accountability. Action plans for school improvement are required based on individual 
school results and the board must submit a board-wide plan to the Ministry of Education. As a board is made of 
schools, and schools are made of individuals, having competent teachers who are engaged in professional growth 
strengthens the entire system. For a school to be considered prosperous, the learners must be thriving. Learning 
occurs in the classroom and is planned and implemented by a teacher. Having competent teachers who are engaged 
in professional growth has beneficial implications for the school, the students, and the school boards. 
 
In Bolger and Vail’s 2003 study on the Ontario Performance Appraisal the principals desired more training, as 
they did not have a clear understanding of the end product. The principals interviewed for this study supported this 
finding. They were quick to discuss why competency is important to establish due to the accountability placed on 
the principal.  When queried on how the appraisal was used to engage teachers in their own professional 
development, initially they were silent. More experienced principals saw this as a revelation and an important first 
step in creating a learning community. The few less experienced principals responded in an uncomfortable manner 
and gave standard answers almost verbatim from the appraisal manuals. Principals require a clear, uniform 
understanding of how the appraisal is to be implemented. Further, training needs to be included on how to apply the 
rankings as outlined in the manual. Peterson (2000) noted, “Judgment making is a crucial area of teacher evaluation 
that is rarely discussed or thought about (p. 38). The ratings must be based on the expectations as defined in the 
manual, not on personal beliefs associated with perfection, age, or experience. Lastly, though the appraisal was 
designed to include recommendations beneficial to practice, in this study many teachers did not receive any 
recommendations to improve practice. The system needs to be explained to both the principals and to the teachers. 
This would ensure accountability, competency, and professionalism at all levels. The need for detailed training is the 
first implication of this study. 
 
When Ontario principals sign student report cards, they check to make sure the grade given matches the 
anecdotal comments. There is a need to extend this practice to the appraisal’s summative report. Not only would this 
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prevent glowing reports of excellence where a Good rating is given, it will also circumvent the creation of a positive 
report which actually says little in terms of feedback. Lastly it would prevent the creation of negative summative 
reports that do not include detailed feedback for improvement. The second implication is the need to establish a 
quality control mechanism within the board to ensure that the appraisal is implemented as designed and the 
summative reports completed in an effective manner.  
 
While many of the participants expressed a desire to have the appraisal conducted by an individual external to the 
school, this would demand a relocation of funds from other areas, subsidiary funding from the Ministry to hire 
board-based appraisers, or consigning the task to the Ministry or the Ontario College of Teachers. Given the 
geographical area of Ontario (1,076,395 km2) it would be more feasible to have the principals of the schools conduct 
the appraisal as designed. Unfortunately, as noted by many of the teachers in this study, the principals are busy. 
Cowans (2004) noted that the performance appraisal “is proving to be just as onerous for its administrators as it is 
for its victims…it can only be implemented in the most superficial manner” (p.5). Bolger and Vail (2003) reported a 
lack of consistency in execution by Ontario principals partly due to the time consuming amount of paperwork. 
Bolger and Vail (2003) also noted that pressure to complete a performance appraisal in time to submit the 
summative report can result in the principals executing the process in a hierarchal manner.  As the principal’s time 
had to be shared among many, the time required to support and plan with teachers was often unavailable (Rowe, 
2000). This concern over the lack of time to implement the appraisal appropriately is a theme in the Canadian 
literature (Black 2003; Bolger & Vail, 2003) as well as other jurisdictions (Bradshaw, 1996; Egelson 1994; Glasman 
& Hajnik, 1991; Fandray, 2001; Rowe 2000). Providing time for the principal to conduct the appraisal in a 
professional manner will communicate to teachers the importance of the process and may encourage increased 
attention to professional learning. This is the final implication of this study. 
5. Conclusion – Is Consistency Possible? 
Expecting the performance appraisal to run the exact same in all situations is unrealistic.  There will always be 
student emergencies that will call a principal away or parents who drop by and request a conversation. Further, it is 
entirely understandable for the process to be altered so that a true picture of a teacher’s competency can be 
generated. Any teacher can have a bad day, be ill, or have to deal with a disruptive student, a broken photocopier, or 
apprehension. Rescheduling the observation makes sense in these situations. It is more important that the teacher is 
assessed correctly, then the observation and paperwork be completed. The developmental needs of a teacher must 
take priority over the completion of an appraisal process. For this reason, true consistency is impossible. 
 
The appraisal experiences in this study are not examples of adapting to benefit teacher development. While 
increased time, funding, and training would improve consistency in implementation, principal subjectivity can only 
be challenged through a monitoring system. Post-observation meetings must occur and be collaborative in nature in 
order to promote professional growth. Principals need to conduct two appraisals in order to get a more complete 
picture of the teacher’s abilities. The teacher requires two appraisals in order to demonstrate their range of abilities. 
Establishing the developmental needs of a teacher must take priority and for this reason the process must be 
implemented as consistently as is possible. 
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